INTRODUCTION
Traditional literature on learning, knowledge, innovation, change, structure, resources, and routines, among others, indicates the capabilities that can lead an organization to achieve superior results through contextual reconfiguration (March, 1992; Ghemawat, 2002; Porter, 1996; Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997) . Contemporaneously, most notably, concerning unstable and complex environments, the emergence of management practices is attributable to the search for greater analytical capacity for determining the potential and limits of organizational learning processes and behaviors in order to manage dynamic environments (Meirelles & Camargo, 2014) . However, it is important to recognize that any theoretical approach is an abstraction of reality and represents the yearnings, cognitive limits, and values of its theorists. This aspect can also be observed historically in the field of strategy studies. As in all scientific work, the theoretical and empirical work on organizational strategy has developed in a fragmented way with approaches, models, and proposals disconnected from each other in many ways. In recent years, there has been much criticism of traditional approaches such as planning and industry relevance, which reveal that the concepts derived from traditional economic and social theory are no longer able to explain the essential elements of strategic organizational practices fully. This limitation has reduced the appeal of traditional approaches and models to managers and researchers. However, it is important to recognize that the traditional approaches have evolved and contributed toward solving a large part of organizational problems and enhancing understanding of the new perspectives of human and organizational capabilities that are integrated into routines, processes, and structures. The
Resource-Based View (RBV) (Wernerfelt, 1984) has significantly contributed to this end (Acedo, Barroso, & Galan, 2006) , in explaining how companies can build specific capabilities using existing resources in the pursuit of long-term competitive advantage (Newbert, 2008) .
The RBV has led to the emergence of the concept of essential organizational competencies (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990) ; additionally, the pursuit of new explanations on the contribution of internal factors toward increasing a firm's competitive advantage has led to discussions on competence-based competition (Hamel & Heene, 1994) . Thus, competencies have come to be viewed as a firm's ability to synthesize and integrate resources, products, and services, and as outcomes of the collective learning in the organization (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990) . This view complements the dominant Porterian view in the field of strategy by drawing attention to the internal aspects of organizations.
However, in the face of environmental changes and awareness on the dynamic nature of competencies, the lack of clarity on resource management has led to the reshaping of competencies (Turner & Crawford, 1994) because new competencies can be developed through strategic redirection.
The debate over the literature on dynamicity of competencies and environmental dynamism led to the proposal of the concept of dynamic capabilities in 1997 by Teece, Pisano, and Shuen, owing to the ability of organizations to reconfigure and develop competencies in the face of intense environmental changes. A firm can manage the dynamic nature of capabilities by looking beyond its environment and resources. This is because capabilities need to be developed continually through learning and coordination of organizational efforts and in relation to the dynamics of the environment (Seidl & Whittington, 2014) . Therefore, it is important to highlight organizational strategy as the basis for these activities mainly because it involves an action (competencies) by the organization as a whole and its potential to perform the action (capabilities). In this regard, the relationship of capabilities and competencies with strategies becomes inevitably clear, especially when considering practices, structures, and routines that can lead to strategic alignment with the local and global contexts. Changes in the contexts and organizational profiles across the globe have intensively warned about the rapid fluctuations between supply and demand and organizational structural conditions that hinder organizational adaptation to changing external environments (Chakrabarti, 2015; Devece, Peris-Ortiz, & Rueda-Armengot, 2016 ) and structural and resource reorganization (Teece, 2007) , in terms of organizational restructuring and reconfiguration (Girod & Whittington, 2017) .
Numerous studies conducted on the subject indicate the need for continuous research on competencies and capabilities, and thus motivate this special edition. Such research is required not only to contribute to the competitive and developmental condition of different types of organizations, but also to practitioners in search of solutions to existing and emerging problems. In this context, environmental turbulence and organizational responses have drawn the attention of some academic associations and researchers toward the search of theoretical, empirical, and methodological knowledge that can contribute to a better description of economic and social problems relevant to organizations and society (Tonelli, 2017) .
However, studies on dynamic capabilities have also received numerous criticisms, which are considered natural in the course of advancing knowledge about a given phenomenon.
It is necessary to understand criticisms in a better manner and seek closer ties with the world of organizational practices.
The evolution of the dynamic capacities concept will certainly take place through a dialogue between the different dynamic capabilities approaches, as illustrated in Peteraf, Stefano, and Verona (2013) , which extends Teece, Pisando, and Shuen (1997) and Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) . Another example is MacLean, MacIntosh, and Seidl (2015) , which presents a new study perspective of this concept for individual-level analysis in the light of creative action, which is based on social theory and philosophy. A divergence of perspectives and approaches emerge from the ongoing debate on dynamic capabilities. A few examples of this divergence include the differentiation between operational or ordinary capabilities and dynamics capabilities (Protogerou, Caloghirou, & Lioukas, 2011; Teece, 2014; Wilden & Gudergan, 2015; Wilden, Gudergan, Nielsen, & Lings, 2013; Winter, 2003) , value-added timing and relevance of capabilities for different levels of environmental dynamics (Peteraf, Stefano, & Verona, 2013) , questions about organizational ambidexterity and hypercompetition (Birkinshaw, Zimmermann, & Raisch, 2016; Kriz, Voola, & Yuksel, 2014) , risk and uncertainty involved in the organizational environment, and relationship with dynamic capacities and the lifecycle of capabilities (Helfat & Peteraf, 2003) . Thus, several studies have been published with different emphases such as the relational approach to governance (Cheng, Cheng, & Huang, 2014) , abilities and knowledge of managers and dynamic managerial capabilities (Adner & Helfat, 2003; Augier & Teece, 2008; Helfat & Martin, 2015; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015; Kor & Mesko, 2013; Teece, 2012; ) , relationship between superior performance and dynamic capabilities (Denrell & Zhao, 2013; Protogerou, Caloghirou, & Lioukas, 2011; Wang, Senaratne, & Rafiq, 2015) , relationship between different levels of capabilities-from operational to strategic routine (Wilhelm, Scholomer, & Maurer, 2015) , performance implications (Wang, Senaratne, & Rafiq, 2015) of organizational restructuring and organizational reconfiguration (Girod & Whittington, 2017) , dynamic capabilities and multinationals (Prange & Verdier, 2011; Teece, 2014) or small businesses (Eriksson, Nummela, & Saarenketo, 2014) , and core capabilities and core rigidities (Leonard-Barton, 1992) .
With this call, it is expected that these various possibilities and recommendations for future studies on dynamic capabilities may represent some steps towards a better understanding of the possible relationships between organizational capabilities and the environment and foster new studies. Numerous papers were submitted from Brazil and abroad and among these, the national and foreign evaluators of this forum selected and invited three texts. Further, the essay, two sections of bibliographical indications, and a review were produced. We thank all the authors who submitted articles and the invited authors for the trust reposed in us. example, dynamic capabilities were criticized for conceptual inconsistencies and the lack of a coherent theoretical foundation (Arend & Bromiley, 2007; Giudici & Reinmoeller, 2012 )-dynamic capabilities continue to develop, particularly concerning managerial action (MacLean, MacIntosh, & Seidl, 2015) , as part of what has been termed as "dynamic managerial capability (DMC)," (Helfat & Martin, 2015; Helfat & Peteraf, 2009 , 2015 . While the renewed focus on managerial action will enrich the research on dynamic capabilities in terms of conceptual sophistication and potential relevance to practicing managers, the paper aims to take the debate on DC into a new territory. It argues that a focus on the embodied practice of managing by the managers requires us to acknowledge faculties that will enhance our understanding of human experience that can be understood just as well, if not better, in terms of arts rather than science. In particular, it should highlight collective creative action at the core of the DC research as a form of social poetry (MacLean & MacIntosh, 2015; Shotter & Katz, 1996) rather than as a rationally coordinated mechanism (MacIntosh & MacLean, 1999) . This paper argues that it would be important to sharpen our focus on real people and real experiences for comprehending strategic change fully, which, in turn, means that we must consider other fields that usually operate alongside the logical ones. We must pay more attention to the "non-rational" sides of ourselves including our imaginations, intuitions, attractions, biographies, preferences, and aesthetic faculties and capabilities.
Gendering dynamic capabilities in micro firms by Yevgen Bogodistov, André Presse, Oleksandr P. Krupskyi, and Sergii Sardak, based on the research stream on dynamic capabilities, stresses on the role of organizational capabilities, specifically focusing on managerial capabilities and on the creation of a subconcept of dynamic capabilities, namely dynamic managerial capabilities. Initially introduced by Adner and Helfat (2003) , dynamic managerial capabilities focus on managers' resourcerelated decisions (Sirmon & Hitt, 2009) , underpinned by managerial cognitive capabilities (Helfat & Peteraf, 2015) . Apart Therefore, it is a relevant concept to study dynamic capabilities.
Alegre recommends several books on dynamic capabilities, highlighting that dynamic capabilities have become a central concept in strategy and organizations in the past decades because they play a significant role in value creation within organizations, and are connected to organizational learning, change, and adaption.
